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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 1, 4, 5, 11, 12, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Weigl et al. (US 2001/0021 196 Al; hereinafter "Weigl") and Roposh (US 5,396,494). 

For claim 1 , Weigl teaches transmitting messages in transmission time slots at a preselected 
transmission rate, that a message provided for the transmission time slot is transmitted 
repeatedly within the transmission time slot (see paragraph 0007; reference messages are 
transmitted and the message is repeatedly transmitted at a specific time interval and the 
message is controlled by a function of time). Weigl fails to explicitly teach a transmission 
rate within a transmission time slot being changeable. Roposh from the same field of 
endeavor teaches that a time frame may be divided into a greater or lesser number of time 
slots merely by increasing or decreasing the transmission rate (see column 7 lines 60 - 66). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was 
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made to change the transmission rate as taught by Roposh into Weigl. The motivation for 
doing this is to a more reliable system by guaranteeing access. 

For claim 1 1 , Weigl teaches a first means for transmitting messages in transmission time slots 
at a preselected transmission rate; and a message provided for the transmission time slot is 
transmitted repeatedly within the transmission time slot (see paragraph 0007; reference 
messages are transmitted and the message is repeatedly transmitted at a specific time interval 
and the message is controlled by a function of time). Weigl fails to explicitly teach a second 
means for changing a transmission rate within a transmission time slot. Roposh from the 
same field of endeavor teaches that a time frame may be divided into a greater or lesser 
number of time slots merely by increasing or decreasing the transmission rate (see column 7 
lines 60 - 66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to change the transmission rate as taught by Roposh into Weigl. The 
motivation for doing this is to a more reliable system by guaranteeing access. 
For claims 4 and 12, Weigl teaches unambiguously allocating the messages to transmission 
time slots (see paragraph 0007). 

For claim 5, Weigl and Roposh teach all of the claimed subject matter with the exception of 
multiplying the transmission rate within a transmission time slot by an integral factor. 
However, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art time of the invention to 
multiply the transmission rate by an integer as a matter of design choice. The motivation for 
doing this is to increase the scalability of the system. 

For claim 14, Weigl teaches a first means for transmitting messages in transmission time slots 
at a preselected transmission rate; and transmitted repeatedly within the transmission time slot 
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(see paragraph 0007; reference messages are transmitted and the message is repeatedly 
transmitted at a specific time interval and the message is controlled by a function of time). 
Weigl fails to explicit teach a second means for changing a transmission rate within a 
transmission time slot in such a way that a message provided for the transmission time slot. 
Roposh from the same field of endeavor teaches that a time frame may be divided into a 
greater or lesser number of time slots merely by increasing or decreasing the transmission rate 
(see column 7 lines 60 - 66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time of the invention was made to change the transmission rate as taught by Roposh 
into Weigl. The motivation for doing this is to a more reliable system by guaranteeing access. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. Claims 2, 3, 8 - 10, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Weigl and Roposh as applied to claims 1 and 1 1 above, and further in view of Kage (US 
4,709,376). 

For claim 2, Weigl and Roposh teaches all of the claimed subject matter with the exception of 
comparing at least two of the messages transmitted repeatedly within a transmission time slot 
with one another; and detecting a fault in the event of deviations with regard to at least one of 
the identification and the data. Kage from the same field of endeavor teaches that the data 
stored in the store are read out and applied to a majority circuit which then checks the bits of 
the patterns Ai, A 2 ,...A M each representative of the same information and, by majority, 
decides a single pattern D=d 1 d 2 . . .d k . For example, d k is the result of checking ai k , ai k ,. . . a m _ K 
for majority; if the number of ONEs is greater than that of ZEROs, dk =ONE (see column 4 
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lines 28 - 35, the bits are compared with each other and determined to find the correct 
pattern). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to processed the received signals as taught by Kage into the bus 
system of Weigl and Roposh. The motivation for doing this is to more reliable bus system. 
For claim 8, Weigl and Roposh teaches all of the claimed subject matter with the exception 
the messages contain an identification and data, the identification identifying data content, 
and the messages transmitted repeatedly within a transmission time slot are identical at least 
with regard to the identification and the data. Kage from the same field of endeavor teaches 
there is provided an apparatus for processing a digital received signal in which the same 
information appears repeatedly (see column 1 lines 52 - 55, the same data is transmitted). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to sending identical messages a taught by Kage into Weigl and Roposh 
bus system. The motivation for doing this is to have lower error rates. 

For claims 3 and 10, Weigl and Roposh teaches all of the claimed subject matter with the 
exception that N of the messages transmitted repeatedly within a transmission time slot are 
compared with one another, and, within the scope of an M out of N deviation with regard to at 
least parts of the messages, at least one message is detected as being faulty, the messages 
detected as faulty being rejected. Kage from the same field of endeavor teaches that the data 
stored in the store are read out and applied to a majority circuit which then checks the bits of 
the patterns Ai, A 2 ,...A M each representative of the same information and, by majority, 
decides a single pattern D=d 1 d 2 . . .d k . For example, d k is the result of checking ai k , ai k ,. . . a m _ K 
for majority; if the number of ONEs is greater than that of ZEROs, dk =ONE (see column 4 
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lines 28 - 35, the bits are compared with each other and determined to find the correct 
pattern). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to processed the received signals as taught by Kage into the bus 
system of Weigl. Also, neither Weigl and Kage teaches that M and N are integers, and 
wherein N > 2 and (N/2)<M<N. However, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the 
art at the time of the invention was made to M and N be integers within certain ranges. The 
motivation for doing this is to more reliable bus system. 

For claim 9, Weigl and Roposh teaches all of the claimed subject matter with the exception of 
comparing at least two of the messages transmitted repeatedly within a transmission time slot 
with one another; and detecting a fault in the event of deviations with regard to at least one of 
the identification and the data. Kage from the same field of endeavor teaches that the data 
stored in the store are read out and applied to a majority circuit which then checks the bits of 
the patterns Ai, A 2 ,...Am each representative of the same information and, by majority, 
decides a single pattern D=d 1 d 2 . . .d k For example, d k is the result of checking ai k , ai k ,. . . a m _ K 
for majority; if the number of ONEs is greater than that of ZEROs, d k =ONE (see column 4 
lines 28 - 35, the bits are compared with each other and determined to find the correct 
pattern). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to processed the received signals as taught by Kage into the bus 
system of Weigl and Roposh. The motivation for doing this is to more reliable bus system. 
For claim 13, Weigl and Roposh teaches all of the claimed subject matter with the exception 
of a memory device for storing the messages transmitted repeatedly within a particular 
transmission time slot in a chronological order of their transmission. Kage from the same 
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field of endeavor teaches a store for storing the M information patterns which are received by 
the information pattern receive circuit (see column 1 lines 60 - 62). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
processed the received signals as taught by Kage into the bus system of Weigl and Roposh. 
The motivation for doing this is to have a more efficient system. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Weigl and 
Roposh as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Strong (US 2002/0126691). 

For claim 6 and 7, Weigl and Roposh teaches all of the claimed subject matter with the 
exception of structuring the message in such a way that a beginning and an end of the 
message are unambiguously detectable and that each of the messages has a first identifier for 
the beginning of the message and a second identifier for the end of the message. Strong from 
the same field of endeavor teaches a data frame has a start of frame and an end of frame (see 
paragraph 0040 lines 1 - 5 and paragraph 005 1 lines 1 - 4, see figure 4 Start of frame and 
End of frame). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to structure the messages a taught by Strong to be used in 
Weigl and Roposh bus system. The motivation for doing this is to have a more accurate 
system. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed December 29, 2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

In response to the applicants remarks, in particular that the Roposh (US 5,396,494) reference 
fails to teach "a transmission rate within a transmission time sot being changeable". The 
examiner respectfully disagrees. The Roposh reference teaches that the time frame may be 
divided into a greater or lesser number of time slots merely by increasing or decreasing the 
transmission rate of bus (see column 7 lines 60 - 66). The claims state "a transmission rate 
within a transmission time slot being changeable" and given the broadest reasonable 
interoperation the Roposh reference teaches that the time frame transmission rate is 
changeable by dividing the frame into greater or lesser number of time slots. Therefore, the 
claims stand rejected under Weigl in view of Roposh. 

Conclusion 

7. Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular paragraphs or columns and line numbers 
in the references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. Although the 
specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are applied to specific 
limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as well. It is 
respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing responses, to fully consider the references 
in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well as the context of 
the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 
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In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully requested to indicate the 
portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure relied on for proper interpretation 
and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds of the claimed invention. 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gary Mui whose telephone number is (571) 270-1420. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon. - Thurs. 9-3 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571) 272-3139. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Ricky Ngo/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 
2416 



